Introduction
Today, the public is losing interest in determining the impact of economic processes on changes in the nation's quality of life assessed on the basis of macro-indicators averaged across the country. In the current conditions, we see the growing importance of measuring the level of regional well-being and assessing the human capital so that we can understand the differences in the people's quality of life between the regions of a country. For example, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) launched OECD Better Life Initiative [1] , a project which represents a wideranging study of the quality of life in 362 regions of 34 countries. An online interactive tool allows examining the level of well-being that includes nine areas, such as income, jobs, education, health, community, environment, safety and civic engagement, in a region and compare it with the indicators of other regions. According to OECD studies, the differences in well-being are often more pronounced between different regions within a single country than between different countries [2] . Such differences can lead to greater social spending, jeopardize social cohesion, and reduce the overall indicators of the country.
The regional well-being, quality of life or human capital, like the overwhelming majority of concepts used for analyzing the socio-economic processes, are integrated and multi-criteria categories, and they are usually described by a wide range of incomparable information. The diversity of information, in turn, substantially complicates any analytical procedures, and, therefore, the ranking becomes a tool for comparative analysis and critical comparative regulator in the socio-economic sphere.
Theory. As a technique used to compare and systematize the objects of socio-economic studies, the rankings currently have widespread use in virtually all sectors of public life, including the professional communities, agencies, corporations, stock exchanges, banks, as well as public administration authorities. At the same time, the use of rankings for comparative purposes is constantly accompanied by a number of criticisms [3, 4, 5, 6] , such as those related to the initial data of questionable reliability, transparency of the system used to set the weights of indicators, correctness of aggregation methodology, abundance of subjective expert assessments, political bias, etc. However, in current conditions, no viable alternative has been proposed to this analytical tool, and after eliminating the reasons for objections expressed towards the ranking, it often remains the only way for becoming aware of, analyzing and measuring the developments in socio-economic sphere. As a result, today, the rankings built on an integrated assessment of various aspects found in the functioning of socioeconomic systems estimated by the total range of heterogeneous criteria are widely used both at the global and local levels.
As a function of state regulation of the economy and a goal of state regional policy, the alignment of conditions and leveling of imbalances in the socio-economic development of the country is enshrined in the constitutional law of the Russian Federation. One of the relevant results of the work made by the Government of the Russian Federation in this area was the adoption of Methodology for Assessing the Effectiveness of Executive Branch Authorities [7] in November 2012. The assessment conducted by the Ministry of Regional Development of the Russian Federation 2 was used as a basis to rank the subjects of the Russian Federation by the total range of regional financial and economic indicators, including the assessment of companies and organizations, budgetary system, investment attractiveness, household income, and employment. The results of ranking were intended to describe the quality of regional administration and ensure a better consideration of imbalances in the socio-economic development of the country which, in turn, was supposed to help "to address more accurately the work on eliminating the differences in the economic development of the regions" [7, s. 3] by distributing more equitably the grants and stimulating the regions that had less financial resources.
As an alternative element for the mechanism of leveling the imbalances in the socio-economic development of the country, we propose the tools for differentiating the Russian regions by the level of development of their human capital. By "human capital" we mean a special form of capital that includes health, skills, abilities, knowledge, competence, and motivation for the productive work of individuals, which were accumulated in the course of vital activity (based on practical experience and as a result of investment), have an economic value and are being used towards the growth in the well-being of individual economic entities and overall national wealth. By "investment in human capital", we mean the investment in social and cultural education, training, professional education of individuals [8] .
The choice of human capital as an object of study on the level of regional development is determined by the strategic goal of national development stated in the Strategy 2020 to achieve a new pace and quality of economic growth. The new model of growth implies the orientation to the post-industrial economy, which is underpinned by the areas oriented towards the development of human capital (health, education, science, culture, and sports), while at the same time pointing out the necessity to build its new quality because "when we do not consider the natural wealth, it is in the area of human capital that are concentrated the main socio-economic advantages of Russia in the global economy" [9, p. 6] .
The methodology proposed for studying the human capital is defined for and focused on addressing the task, which differs from the generally accepted and widespread tasks intended to provide quantitative assessment of the total human capital in a country or the amount of human capital in a company (organization) as a value of certain intangible assets expressed in monetary units. This study sought to define the qualitative level of human capital in the Russian regions, because understanding the condition of studied object at the considered point of time, the dynamics of its change over a retrospective period and, whenever possible, the trends of its future change are the essential information sources for the governance in the area of national socio-economic development.
Data and Methods. To address the formulated task, we selected an approach, in which the object of study is described by a set of indicative figures that model its condition. The difficulties in applying this approach, associated with designing the techniques for calculating such figures, their normalization, obtaining synthetic indicative figures and integrated assessment of the object's condition were addressed within the framework of the proposed methodological apparatus [10, pp. 77-99; 214-234]. The proposed method has undergone extensive testing on a range of similar tasks to assess the [11, 12] , energy [13, 14, 15] , socio-demographic [16, 17] environmental [18] , and financial security [19] of the subjects of the Russian Federation. The integrated assessment of the human capital level in a region includes the indicators which, in accordance with the analysis objectives, were grouped into five modules describing such components of human capital as the demographic, educational, labor, research, and socio-cultural components. Each component includes its individual indicators grouped into two, three or four synthetic indicators. The structure of the system of indicators is provided in Table 1 [10, p. 78] .
The use of the indicative method for assessing the human capital level consists in determining the extent to which the values of indicators, achieved at the considered time or projected for the future, correspond to their thresholds. The threshold values are indicator values that meet the current requirements of public development (including in the developed Western countries) and ensuring the sustainable socio-economic development of regions by taking into account their existing conditions. The desired extent of conformity by the indicator values achieved at the considered time represents the assessment of human capital level, an indicator that provides an integrated evaluation of the level of its development in the region; or describes its qualitative condition for the considered indicator and a group of indicators with common properties, which characterizes one of its components. The indicators expressed in various physical units are normalized in accordance with a special method described in [10, pp 214-234] . The resulting Normalized Estimates (NE) are composite indexes for assessing the human capital level. The assessments of human capital level can be categorized by qualitatively different levels as follows: Very Low (VL), Low (L), Satisfactory (S), M (Medium), Good (G), High (H), and Very High (VH).
Results
The human capital level in the subjects of the Russian Federation was assessed by using Systemic Diagnostics of National Wealth in the Russian Regions, a computer program [20] . The official statistics provided by the Federal State Statistics Service of the Russian Federation were used as the initial data. Table 2 and Fig. 1 provide the results of assessing the human capital level in the Federal Districts of the Russian Federation for 2000-2013.
In 2013, the human capital level in most Federal Districts was still categorized as corresponding to the Low Level, except for the Central Federal District, which crossed the threshold (Fig. 1) District were very close (1.393-1.459); in 2000, the gap between the assessments was wider (1.608-1.699). It is noteworthy that, over the analyzed period, the spread of integrated assessments of human capital level decreased by approximately 30 %, which is well illustrated by the charts shown in Fig. 1 . This observation indicates a trend towards some mitigation of regional disparities in the socioeconomic development of the country. Table 3 and Fig. 2 show the leaders and laggards in the ranking of the subjects of the Russian Federations by their human capital level.
In 2013, six subjects of the Russian Federation holding the top positions in the ranking had the human capital level described as Satisfactory (NE exceeded 1.4), while in 2007, there was no such Note: Hereinafter, the Level is the level of human capital indicators, such as VL (Very Low), L (Low), S (Satisfactory), M (Medium), G (Good), H (High), VH (Very High). NE is the Normalized Estimate. Rank is the rank of the territory among the Federal Districts of the Russian Federation. The lower is the value of Normalized Estimate and higher the rank, the higher is the human capital level. territory yet. As for the subjects of the Russian Federation holding the bottom positions in the ranking, in 2013, only Nenets Autonomous Area received a Very Low assessment (NE below 1.8) while, in 2000, there were 30 such subjects of the Russian Federation. The charts shown in Fig. 2 illustrate well the similarity between the dynamics of changes in the assessment of human capital level for the leaders and laggards in the ranking of the subjects of the Russian Federation.
As an example, Fig. 3 provides the structure of integrated assessment of the human capital level in terms of its components in some subjects of the Russian Federation for 2013, the analysis of which allows evaluating the contribution of demographic, educational, labor, research, and socio-cultural components of human capital to its integrated assessment. For example, in 2013, Tomsk Region was ranked 19th by its demographic component with an assessment score of 1.599 (which corresponds to Low Level), by its educational component the region was ranked 5th with the score of 1.462 (Low Level), by its labor component -52nd (1.400, which is the threshold of Very Low level), by its research component -14th (1.229, Satisfactory), by its well-being -52th (1.064, Satisfactory). The integrated assessment of human capital level in Tomsk Region is 1.364, which corresponds to a top position in the ranking of subjects of the Russian Federation for 2013.
The provided calculations allow differentiating the subjects of the Russian Federation not only by the level of their human capital development but also by the dynamics of changes in their development during the period of study. All subjects of the Russian Federation can be conventionally divided into four groups:
- -Group 3 includes the regions that received low assessment in 2013 and, at the same time, significantly fell in the ranking during 2000-2013.
-Group 4 includes consistently unsuccessful regions. 
